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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to communication filed on 8/08/2007. 

Response to Amendment 
The examiner has acknowledged the amendment of claim 1. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, 8-12 and 14-20 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 8 ? and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Bueno US Patent 5532689 in view of Claus et al. US Patent 5310999. 

Regarding claim 1, Bueno teaches an identification tag component comprising: 

a smart card housing (i.e identification tag shell (4)) having an outer surface as shown in 

the drawing, a transmitter (9), an identification tag interface (6) communicably connected to said 

transmitter (9) and adapted to read fixed identification data (i.e. CCUI) from an identification tag 

(5) which was fixedly stored therein {see col. .2, lines 53-62+}; and 

the transmitter transmits identification data {see col. 3, lines 10-12}. means on said outer surface 
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(i.e. card-presence detecting contact) for holding the identification tag in communicable 
proximity to said identification tag interface {col. 3, lines 13-16}; 
a processor (8) for processing said read identification data and operable to validate the 
identification tag based on the read identification data and generate a verification signal {see 
paragraph bridging cols. 2 and 3}; Bueno is silent on teaching the identification data from a 
given card remain unchanged over multiple reads. Claus et al. in an analogous art teaches the 
identification information on the card is fixed (col. 3 lines 60-64, col. 9 lines 2-19) and therefore 
does not change after multiple reads. 

It would have been, obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art for the identification data 
from a given card to remain unchanged over multiple reads in Bueno because alternative means 
such as data encryption of the card identification information is widely use to prevent fraudulent 
use of the smart card. 

Regarding claim 2, Bueno teaches powering the card (col. 2 lines 54-55) but is silent on 
teaching the transmitter is an active transmitter. Claus et al. in an analogous art teaches an active 
transmitter (col. 5, lines 63-66) in order to provided a constant voltage supply for increase 
transmission range. . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have an active transmitter 
in Bueno as disclosed by Claus et al. because the active transmitter provides an increase 
transmission range. 

Regarding claim 3, Bueno teaches the tag interface is a smart card memory interface (col. 
2 lines 50-53). 
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Regarding claim 8, Bueno teaches the identification data (CCUI) is authorization data 
that prevents fraud {see col. 3, lines 13-18}. 

Regarding claim 10, Bueno teaches the identification data (CCUI) identifies equipment, 
such as a motor vehicle passing through the motorway toll station {see col. 2, lines 18-20}. 

Claims 4, 6-7, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bueno US Patent 5532689 in view of Claus et al. US Patent 5310999 and further in view of 
Cudlitz US Patent H2 120. 

Regarding claims 4, 6-7 and 9, Bueno does not disclose "a biometric data reader". 
However, Cudlitz, in an analogous art, teaches of "a biometric data reader 100 communicably 
connected to said transmitter 204 and processor 202, wherein said processor 202 receives input 
6iometric data from said biometric data reader 100 and said processor processes said input 
biometric data and wherein stored biometric data is stored on the identification card and said 
processor processes said stored biometric data and said processor determines if the input 
biometric data is substantially related to the stored biometric data and generates a biometric 
verification signal and wherein said transmitter transmits said biometric verification signal" {see 
Cudlitz, Figure 2, col. 3, lines 20+}. The systems of Bueno and Cudlitz are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, 1 wireless authentication of smart card systems. 
Cudlitz suggests that combining ID number and biometric characteristic of an individual (i.e. 
identifies a user) is advantageous because it provides increase security and at the same time, 
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expedite processing of smart cards passing through access gates {see Cudlitz, col. 1, lines 20-37; 
col. 2, lines 65-67}. Obviously, it is beneficial in the system of Bueno, because Bueno is 
concerned with transmitting data quickly and securely from a smart card during a remote 
transaction. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of applicants 
invention, to have a biometric authentication in the system of Bueno, because, as taught by 
Cudlitz because it provides increased security and at the same time, expedite processing of smart 
cards passing through access gates. 

Claims 11-12 and 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bueno US Patent 5532689 in view of Burger US Patent 6219439 and further in view of Dulude 
et al. US Patent 6310966. 

Regarding claim 11, claim 1 1 recites the remote identification tag holder of claim 1, 
further comprising a location receiver (see Bueno, 2) receiving transmissions from said 
transmitter (see Bueno, 9), and a location processor (see Bueno, 3) connected to said location 
receiver (see Bueno, 2). Bueno does not disclose a "biometric input independent of the 
identification card". Burger teaches of a handheld card reader 12 including a biometric input (i.e. 
fingerprint scanner 1 6)independent of the identification card 14, as shown in Figure 1 {also see 
Burger, column 5, lines 6-27}. Burger, suggests that combining an ID card reader and biometric 
characteristic of an individual is advantageous because an ID card by itself can easily be defeated' 
by a hacker {see Burger, col. 3, lines 13-27}. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of applicant's invention, to include a biometric input 
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independent of the identification card in the system of Bueno because, as taught by Burger, a 
hacker can easily defeat an ID card by itself. Bueno in view of Burger do not disclose "hash of 
the biometric data" as claimed. Dulude et al. in an analogous art teaches the generation of a hash 
of the biometric data and transmitting the biometric data and the hash to a location receiver (col. 
6 lines 1-12) and also illustrated in figure 4. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in art at the time of the invention to 
hash the biometric data of Bueno and to transmit the hash along with the biometric data because 
a hash function secures biometric data during transmission without unduly increasing the cost 
and complexity of the biometric application. 

Regarding claim 12, Bueno teaches that the remote identification tag identification 
system of claim 11, further comprising a system identification database in communication with 
said location processor, wherein said location process or further processes stored identification 
data {see Bueno, paragraph bridging cols. 2 and 3}. 

Regarding claim 14, Bueno teaches the location processor processes the identification 
information to determine the identity (col. 2 line 64-col. 3 line 8). 

Regarding claims 15 and 16, Bueno teaches the identification data is authorization data 
{see Bueno, col. 2, lines 18-37}. 

Regarding claim 17, Bueno teaches the fixed station (1) which contains the location 
receiver and the location processor is used as a motor way toll station (col. 2 lines 46-53). 
Although Bueno do not disclose expressly "a second location receiver and a second location 
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processor, wherein said second location processor is in communication with said system 
identification database, one skilled in the art recognizes that a toll road with a plurality of lanes 
uses a plurality of fixed station for collecting the toll for a toll road with multiple lanes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have a second location 
receiver and a second location processor, wherein said second location processor is in 
communication with said system identification database because this enables the collection of 
tolls at a multiple lanes toll road. 

Regarding claim 1 8, Bueno teaches that said identification tag interface is a smart card 
reader (memory interface) as shown in the drawings. 

Regarding claims 1 9 and 20, although Bueno does not disclose an access barrier, 
wherein said location processor processes said received, identification to determine access 
authorization and causes said access barrier to move when access is authorized", the use of ID 
tags for access is conventional, as evidenced by Burger {see Burger col. 1, lines 16-18}, and 
would have been obvious in the system Of Bueno. As such, Burger teaches using the remote 
identification tag identification system for access through an access barrier (i.e. door 44 or gate) 
as claimed {see Burger, Fig. 2; col. 6, lines 39-56+; col. 7, lines 46-50}. Burger suggests that it is 
advantageous to use the identification tag system in providing access through a door because due 
to the authentication process, it prevents unauthorized users gaining entry through the door {see 
Burger col, 8, lines 16- 34}. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of applicant's 
invention, to include an access barrier with the location processor to determine access 
authorization in the system of Bueno because this ensures that only authorize persons are 
allowed to pass through the access control barrier. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bueno US Patent 
5532689 in view of Burger US Patent 6219439 and further in view of Dulude et al. US Patent 
6310966 and further in view of Claus et al. US Patent 5310999. 

Regarding claim 13, Bueno teaches the tag identification system is used in a toll road 
payment system (col. 2 lines 46-53) but is silent on teaching the location processor provides 
displayed identification data. The displaying of identification data represents a conventional 
practice as exemplified by Claus et al. (col. 5 lines 18+). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to displayed identification 
data in Bueno because the displaying of the identification information allow visual verification 
of the displayed identification information. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vernal U. Brown whose telephone number is 571-272-3060. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-7:00 Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Zimmerman can be reached on 571-272-3059. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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